REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Reconsideration of this application, in view of tiie foregoing 
amendment and the following remarks and arguments, is respectfully 
requested. 

Claims 1-39 are currently pending in this application, and the 
Examiners indication that objected-to Claims 12-14, 16-18, 20, 21, 26-29 and 
35-58 contain patentable subject matter is noted with appreciation. 

in the foregoing amendment. Claim 1 has been revised to more 
clearly distinguish it from art currently being relied on by the Examiner 
and subsequently discussed herein, objected-to Claims 12, 14 and 16-18 
have been rewritten in independent form, and the dependency of Claim 
37 has been corrected to provide proper antecedent basis for the term 
"the orienting device" therein as required by the Examiner. Accordingly, 
Claims 1-39 remain in this application for consideration and allowance. 

The rewriting of Claims 12, 14 and 16-18 is seen to clearly place Claims 
12-14 and 16-18 in a condition for allowance, and the dependency 
correction to Claim 37 is seen to clearly overcome the Examiner's 
antecedent basis objection thereto. 

Turning now to the merits of applicants' claims, in her November 8, 
2004 Office Action the Examiner made the following substantive claim 
rejections which are respectfully traversed for reasons subsequently set 
forth herein. 

1. Claims il and 15 stand rejected under 55 use §i02(b) as 
being anticipated by U.S. Patent 6,017,227 to cairns et al; 

2. Claims 19, 22, 24 and 25 stand rejected under 35 use § 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent 6,766,853 to Restarick et 
al in view of published U.S. Application 2002/0125008 of wetzel 
et al; 
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3. Claim 23 stands rejected under 35 use §i03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Restarick et al in view of Wetzel et al, 
further in view of U.S. Patent 6,684,950 to Patel; 

4. Claims 30, 31, 33, 34 and 39 stand rejected under 35 use 
§i03(a) as being unpatentable over Restarick et al in view of 
Patel; 

5. Claim 32 stands rejected under 35 use §i03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Restarick et al in view of Patel, further in 
view of Wetzel et al; and 

6. Claim 1 stands provisionally rejected under the judicially 
created doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting as 
being unpatentable over Claims 1 and 4 of copending 
application no, 10/680,625. no other rejection basis has been 
given for Claim 1, and none of its dependent Claims 2-10 have 
been indicated as being allowed or rejected on any grounds. 



1. THE ANTICIPATION REJECTION OF CLAIMS11 AND 15 
BASED ON U.S. PATENT 6.017.227 TO CAIRNS ET AL 

Via amended independent Claim 11, each of applicants' Claims 11 and 
15 now recites a longitudinally extendable and compressible travel joint 
disposed in a subterranean well and configured for interconnection in a 
tubular string therein . U.S. Patent 6,017,227 to Cairns et al clearly does not 
disclose this claimed longitudinally extendable and compressible travel 
joint disposed in a subterranean well and configured for interconnection 
in a tubular string therein , it is therefore respectfully submitted that 
neither of applicants' Claims 11 and 15 is anticipated by U.S. Patent 
6,017,227 to Cairns et al. 
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2. THE OBVIOUSNESS REJECTION OF CLAIMS 19. 22. 24 AND 25 
BASED ON RESTARICK et al IN VIEW OF WETZEL et al 

Via independent Claim 19, each of applicants' Claims 19, 22, 24 and 25 
recites the alignment of specified first and second fiber optic connectors 
while their associated gravel packing assembly and seal assembly are 
disposed within a subterranean well . Restarick teaches directly away 
from this claimed feature of applicants' invention and describes instead 
the making of fiber optic connections in a tubular string prior to installing 
the tubular string with the connectors in a well, wetzel et al also teaches 
directly away from this claimed aspect of applicants' invention, disclosing 
instead that a continuous fiber optic line should in a conduit assembled 
downhole, rather than connecting together separate sections of fiber 
optic line downhole. It is thus respectfully submitted that none of 
applicants' Claims 19, 22, 24 and 25 is rendered obvious by the Restarick et 
al/wetzel et al reference combination proposed by the Examiner. 

****************************************** 

3. THE OBVIOUSNESS REJECTION OF CLAIM 23 BASED ON 

RESTARICK et al. IN VIEW OF WETZEL et al. FURTHER IN VIEW OF PATEL 

Claim 23 depends from Claim 19 and thus recites the alignment of 
specified first and second fiber optic connectors while their associated 
gravel packing assembly and seal assembly are disposed within a 
subterranean well , as discussed above, both Restarick et al and Wetzel et 
al teach directly away from this claimed feature of applicants' invention. 
This deficiency in Restarick et al and wetzel et al is in no manner cured by 
Patel, which has been cited by the Examiner for its teaching with regard to 
a fluid loss control device, it is thus respectfully submitted that Claim 23 is 
not rendered obvious by any combination of these three references. 
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4. THE OBVIOUSNESS REJECTION OF CLAIMS 30. 31. 33. 34 AND 39 
BASED ON RESTARICK et al IN VIEW OF PATEL 

Via independent Claim 30, all of these claims recite the operative 
connection of first and second fiber optic lines in a wellbore . as 
discussed above, the Restarick et al reference describes making fiber optic 
connections in a tubular string prior to installing the tubular string with 
the connectors in a well, and this deficiency in Restarick et al is in no 
manner cured by Patel which has been cited by the Examiner for its 
teaching with regard to a fluid loss control device, it Is thus respectfully 
submitted that none of applicants' Claims 30, 31, 33, 34 and 49 is rendered 
obvious by the Examiner's proposed combination of the Restarick et al and 
Patel references. 

5. THE OBVIOUSNESS REJECTION OF CLAIM 32 BASED ON 
RESTARICK et al. IN VIEW OF PATEL. FURTHER IN VIEW OF WETZEL et al 

Claim 32 depends from Claim 30 and thus recites the operative 
connection of first and second fiber optic lines in a wellbore .. As 
discussed above, Restarick et al teaches directly away from this claimed 
feature of applicants' invention. This deficiency in Restarick et al in no 
manner cured by either Patel, which has been cited by the Examiner for its 
teaching with regard to a fluid loss control device, or Wetzel et al which 
teaches that a continuous fiber optic line should be installed in a conduit 
assembled downhole rather than connecting together separate sections 
of fiber optic line. It Is thus respectfully submitted that Claim 23 is not 
rendered obvious by any combination of these three references. 
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6. THE PROVISIONAL DOUBLE PATENTING REJECTION OF CLAIM 1 

Given the clear patentability of Claims 11-39 in view of the foregoing 
amendment, and the lack of any rejection of Claims 2-10, It appears that 
the provisional "obviousness-type" rejection of Claim 1 will be the only 
remaining claim rejection in this application after the amendment is 
entered. Accordingly, in view of the presence of the copending 
application serial no. 10/680.625 and the provisions of mpep §822.oi, the 
Examiner is requested to withdraw the provisional double patenting 
rejection of Claim i and pass this case to issue. 

in view of the foregoing amendment, remarks and arguments, all of 
the claims currently pending in this application are now seen to be in a 
condition for allowance. A Notice of Allowance of Claims 1-39 is therefore 
earnestly solicited. 
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The Examiner is hereby requested to telephone the undersigned 
attorney of record at 972/516-0030 If such would further or expedite the 
prosecution of the Instant application. 



Dated: January 10, 2005 



660 N. Central Expwy., #230 
Piano, Texas 75074 
972/516-0030 

I hereby certify that this correspondence is 
being deposited with the united States Postal 
Service as first class mail in an envelope 
addressed to: commissioner for Patents, P.O. 
BOX 1450, Alexandria, VA 22313-1450, 



Respectfully submitted, 




Attorney for Applicants 
Registration no. 28,867 
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